Since the beginning of the process movement in composition studies, educational researchers have investigated ways of helping students transfer declarative knowledge into procedural knowledge because it is easier to teach declarative knowledge than it is to teach students how to transfer declarative into procedural knowledge. As teachers of pedagogy courses, however, we face an even greater challenge as we prepare new teachers for the classroom. First, we have to convince teachers of the need for environments that will allow students to transform declarative knowledge about writing into the procedures that will help them to produce effective writing. Then, we ourselves have to give these teachers procedural knowledge about how to create these environments. In addition, we have to prepare new teachers for the challenges of teaching itself: how to negotiate positions of power and authority in the classroom, how to confront difficult students, and how to hold students accountable for their own academic achievement.
Since the beginning of the process movement in composition studies, educational researchers have investigated ways of helping students transfer declarative knowledge into procedural knowledge because it is easier to teach declarative knowledge than it is to teach students how to transfer declarative into procedural knowledge. As teachers of pedagogy courses, however, we face an even greater challenge as we prepare new teachers for the classroom. First, we have to convince teachers of the need for environments that will allow students to transform declarative knowledge about writing into the procedures that will help them to produce effective writing. Then, we ourselves have to give these teachers procedural knowledge about how to create these environments. In addition, we have to prepare new teachers for the challenges of teaching itself: how to negotiate positions of power and authority in the classroom, how to confront difficult students, and how to hold students accountable for their own academic achievement.
As the field of composition studies has moved into the realm of postprocess, however, even the composition practicum has moved in a more declarative direction. Graduate students taking courses in the field of composition and rhetoric are far more likely to engage rhetorical and cultural theory than they are to investigate the most effective ways of teaching writing, conferencing with students, or planning daily activities. This is true even in the required course for new teaching assistants preparing to teach first-year composition. We see evidence of this trend in books as early as North's The Making of Knowledge in Composition (1987) , but more recently in Olson's Rhetoric and Composition as Intellectual Work (2002) and Villanueva's revision of Cross Talk in Comp Theory (2003) . Although it is true that a firmer theoretical ground gives teachers the ability to make more informed choices about how to deal with practical matters as they arise, an overemphasis on theory could lead student teachers to focus on declarative knowledge rather than declarative into procedural knowledge in their own classrooms. In other words, new teachers will model much of what they see happening in the composition practicum. Therefore, if we spend too much time presenting theories about academic and/or nonacademic discourse in the classroom, then it is likely that the teachers we train will spend more time talking about texts than they will spend getting students to produce texts.
As more than a side note, an emphasis on theory alone could lead to an additional problem because an introduction to composition theory will do very little to assuage the fears that new teachers have about entering the classroom. In the written surveys I conduct with my future teaching assistants (TAs), in which I ask them to articulate their concerns, their greatest anxieties are not related to making their students better writers. Instead, many of their concerns center on issues of authority in the classroom. At the beginning of one course, 15 of the 19 students expressed some concern about authority. 1 In short, many new teachers fear their students and the types of unexpected events that could arise. We can assuage some of these fears by assuring TAs that they will lessen with experience; however, this declaration of knowledge does not really translate into immediate practice-any more than telling a student not to have writer's block will keep him or her from putting off writing a paper.
Therefore, one of the ultimate challenges in composition practicum is to create an environment that will allow new teachers to transform declarative knowledge about issues of authority in the classroom into procedural knowledge about authority in the classroom. Hillocks (1995) argued:
If the explanation is clear and specific and concurrent or nearly concurrent with the learner's attempts to do it, then the explanation will be helpful. If, on the other hand, the explanation comes days or even hours before an actual attempt at the procedure, it is likely to be of little use. (p. 122) The necessity of this concurrence puts teacher trainers in a bind. Teacher trainers want to be able to discuss issues of authority with new teachers at the approximate time that the issues are practiced with their students; however, issues of authority do not arise at predictable times.
For more than 20 years, second-language educators have been exploring the use of simulations as a way of inculcating declarative and procedural knowledge (Moder, Seig, Van Den Elzen, 2002) . Not only do many argue that simulations are effective when the content is complex (Moder et al., 2002) , they also argue that simulations are effective when the content is physical and psychological (Salies, 2002) . Because issues of authority are physically and psychologically complex and because the knowledge around these issues is procedural and declarative, the current study explored the use of simulations in the teacher training course-specifically for issues that related to authority in the classroom. Because research suggests that simulations are a good way to bring together declarative with procedural knowledge, I suspected that simulations would be a good way to help new teachers bridge composition theory with practice. After all, composition theory is rife with conflicts about authority, especially as theory relates to practice. It is easy to argue, for example, that students have a right to their own language or that students have to learn academic discourse conventions; however, how do these theories actually play out in practice? How do we encourage teachers to conference with students but remain professionally distant at the same time? How do we encourage them to foster collaboration at the same time that we expect them to grade their students individually? These were the particular conflicts I had in mind when I designed these simulations. Because the current study was investigative, however, I chose to use microsimulations-short simulations that are immediately reflected on by all participants in the same class period-as a way of introducing new teachers to "worst case scenarios" in the classroom and as a way of getting students to apply what they are learning about composition theory to these scenarios.
Method
Before the simulations were run, I made two ground rules explicit:
1. Participants must play their roles. They were not allowed to step out of the simulation with statements such as "I would never get myself into this situation." They were to assume that they were characters who were in the situation and that they had to find the best way out through reasoned conversation. The "students" in the simulation, however, were not constrained to reason. They were allowed to act in whatever ways they believed the students would have acted. 2. Participants cannot declaratively judge the performance of another participant. They could not, for instance, have said, "I would have done it this way." Instead, they were required to perform the way they would have done it, to reenact the simulation. This way, the TAs could experience the procedure of addressing the situation, rather than simply talking about it.
These two rules were important to enforce because they kept new teachers on the path of procedural instead of declarative knowledge. It was particularly important for new teachers to act out the scenarios, so that they would have the sense of being thrown into the environment and could experience "being the teacher." Furthermore, these simulations gave more experienced teachers an opportunity to reflect on their usual responses to students. Table 1 describes each simulation and the theoretical texts with which it was paired. In these three cases, the realm of theory is far easier to deal with than the realm of practice. In the first, it is easier to take a stand on a debate about "students' rights to their own language" than it is to have a real student whose home discourse stands apart from the discourse of the academy. In the second, it is easier to prove that students learn more effectively in collaborative environments than it is to confront a student who does not want to participate in that environment. In the third, it is easier to encourage our teachers to work one on one with students than it is to show them how to deal with students who might be confused by or even willing to test the limits of professional boundaries. The complexity of these practical situations, however, does not excuse us from teaching theory. If we ran the simulations without the theoretical grounding, we could not illustrate the tension between theory and practice for our teachers. The introduction of theory leads to more meaningful reflection. In short, by putting teachers into actual conversations with "students" about these matters, we do more than add another layer of theory. The actual performance of the simulation requires that the teachers do more than apply a theory. What happens through the performance of the simulation is a synthesis of theory and practice-and these types of creative responses to difficult situations are exactly what teachers have to do on a daily basis.
Description of simulations

Description and results
Simulation #1-"You said it was great"
In the first case, teaching assistants performed the following scenario:
A student approaches you after class. You noticed that the student was unusually quiet through most of the class-looking bored, looking out the window. This student is normally one of your brightest, most responsive students, and you have always enjoyed the no-nonsense, frank responses she gives. and Lindemann (2001) "I'm here to talk to you about the C you gave my paper. You said that the paper did not meet the requirements of an academic paper because the language was too informal. Well, I worked really hard on that paper and I don't think the grade was fair. I mean, what you said was 'informal' was what you said was 'great' in class."
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This scenario illuminates the debate between scholars who believe that students have a right to their own language and those who argue that first-year composition must introduce students to academic discourse. It also confronts the concern of many new teachers, that students will not accept the grades they are given. As a way of introducing new teachers to the debate, they were required to read Bartholomae's (2003) "Inventing the University" in tandem with Royster's (2003) "When the First Voice You Hear is Not Your Own." One side of the argument asserts that we must "be trained to respect points of view other than our own . . . with cultural boundaries embodying the need most vividly" (Royster, 2003, pp. 614-615) ; the other side of the argument asserts that we must prepare students, no matter what their backgrounds, to engage in the language of the academy. This scenario forces the teacher to encounter the possibility that the requirements of an academic essay might result in a lower grade for a student whose language does not readily conform to academic standards. Any compositionist who believes Royster's and Bartholomae's argument knows that it is difficult to respect a person's home discourse while trying to instill respect in a student for the expectations of an academy that might not be as generous. I designed "You Said It Was Great" to give a concrete example of this tension.
The first volunteer responded to the student: "Well, let's look at the paper. Yes, you had some really good ideas in here, but you did not meet the requirements of an academic essay." "But these ideas . . ." the student said, "in class . . . you said they were great. I don't understand why you gave me a C." "Well, I gave you a C because the language did not meet the expectations of academic discourse. Now . . . this isn't to downplay the kind of language you use at home. When I'm talking to my friends, I use contractions. I'll even use the word ain't, but that will not work in an academic paper."
When we began discussing this scenario, another teacher volunteered to perform what she felt would be an improvement on the first teacher's response. She focused more on the grade that the student earned. "Let's look at the assignment sheet," she said. "It's this criterion point, that 'the paper must use edited American academic English,' that your paper failed to meet. That's why you earned a 'C.'" She went on to explain, "Your paper had all the right ideas in it. It's really just a matter of using formal language to express them. We can work on that together with your next assignment." These two performances allowed all of the teachers in the classroom to see how to take the emphasis off of them and put it, instead, on the performance of the student.
In these cases, future teachers had specific material to talk about as our discussions moved more thoroughly into a discussion of Bartholomae. Because new teachers had a "real" student and a "real" situation in front of them, they were able to confront the actual nature of "academic discourse." "But won't the conversation we've just had with this student lead her toward parroting academic discourse?" one future teacher asked, to which I could respond, "And how does Bartholomae suggest we get around that?" "Well," one teacher said, pointing to the text " . . . he doesn't actually. He says that 'It may very well be that some students will need to learn to crudely mimic the distinctive register of academic discourse before they are prepared to actually and legitimately do the work of the discourse, and before they are sophisticated enough with the refinements of tone and gesture to do it with grace and elegance'" (Bartholomae, 2003, p. 650) .
Simulation #2-"I hate groupwork"
The second scenario helps to illustrate some of the tenets of much contemporary composition theory, the social-constructionist view of knowledge. It is also designed to intensify the grade appeal from that of a student questioning a grade to a student questioning the methods of a teacher.
A student comes to see you during your office hours. This student is generally very bright, but you have always found him disconcerting in class. It's not so much the multiple piercings and torn jeans as it is the brooding and his decision to sit alone, even when groupwork is assigned. In the past, he's only half-complied with your requests to join a group (he "joins" but still sits apart from them, not participating), so recently you've pretty much been leaving him alone. This scenario calls into question the optimistic connection that composition theory often makes between social-epistemic rhetoric and democracy. Hillocks's (1999) Ways of Teaching, Ways of Thinking presents an optimistic view of groupwork in the composition classroom 2 ; however, this scenario forces new teachers to confront what happens when a student resists the premises of a student-centered composition course. Although the student in the scenario sees something missing in the teacher, the teacher has the opportunity to acknowledge that the student has not been doing everything he could do in class.
In this particular case, the first teacher to respond decided to focus on the student's reticence in class. She suggested that his reticence could be part of the reason his work had not climbed to the A level. The teacher tried to describe how if the student gave more to his peers, the peers might give more back to him. But the first teacher did not address the fact that the student in the scenario did not believe his peers were qualified to evaluate his work.
Then, there was a surprising turn of events. A more experienced TA in the class said that she thought that the student had a point, that she too thought that groupwork was pointless, and that Berlin's (2003) ideas of social-epistemic knowledge were completely impractical in the composition classroom. With this turn, the scenario started to serve a different function in my class. It brought to the forefront an entirely different, and unexpected, issue. Many of the texts we had covered all semester argued that groupwork was an effective way of helping students to move from declarative to performative knowledge (DK→PK); however, the teacher in front of me, who had more experience teaching first-year composition than many people in the room, argued that groupwork did not work as well in practice as our theories said that it did. In many ways, as the teacher of the class, I found myself thrown into the simulation that I was asking my new teachers to perform. "You might be right," I said. "Your complaints are certainly common. What experiences have you had that made groupwork unsuccessful?" "I don't like working in groups myself," she said, "and many teachers put students into groups because they don't have anything to say to their students, or they are trying to fill up time. I certainly don't put my students into groups. I have them write individually, and I conference with them over their drafts." "Is it ever possible, though, to teach your students to tell each other the types of things that you would tell them when you conference with them individually?" "No," she said with confidence, "certainly not all of them. As the teacher I will always know more than they will about how to improve their drafts." "Is that what this student is complaining about, then?" "I think so." "Then will someone in this class perform a response to this student's complaint?" I asked.
A new teacher then performed the simulation, telling the student that she has heard his complaints and inviting the student to bring his drafts to her office, but only after he agrees to give peer critiques "an honest shot." This performance then led into a frank discussion about the time and resources that teachers have to give their students. "Is there some kind of middle ground," one teacher asked, "between conferencing with all of your students and constantly putting them into groups?" "I think that is where the importance of training the students to critique each others' papers comes in," another teacher answered. "But how well does that work?" another asked. "It doesn't work at all," the skeptic answered. "It depends on the students," I replied, before promising them more material on the effectiveness of collaborative grouping.
Simulation #3-"Let's party"
The third scenario also confronted the issue of authority but focused more on the topic of professional distance.
You are working alone on a Friday afternoon in your office when a student comes by.
Sonny-a slightly flirtatious and only slightly below average student-enters your office with the usual shy grin he gives in class. "Hey" he says, then looks around the empty office. "Yes, Sonny?" "Well . . . I've been talking to my friends about the help you've been giving me on my papers, and . . . I told them you were nothing like all of the English teachers I've had before, that you were just so nice and at my frat . . . we're having this party, and I just wanted to mention it in case you wanted to come by."
Teachers perform this scenario directly after reading Erica Lindemann's (2001) "Responding to Student Writing" in A Rhetoric for Writing Teachers. In this text, Lindemann discussed the importance of working with students individually to improve their writing; however, she assumed that teachers will know how to keep a conference friendly and professional. The first TA to perform this simulation had just attended a mandatory workshop on sexual harassment and consensual relationships. Perhaps because of the congruence of these events, she decided to get right to the point. "It's against the policy of this university for me to date students. I appreciate the invitation, but I must decline."
"No," one of the other teachers chimed in: "He didn't ask you out on a date; he just mentioned a party." "Yes," another said. "Some of the fraternities here on campus actually have dinners for their teachers. The whole thing is supervised. He might have been asking you to come to that." "But even if the teacher misread the student's intention," an experienced teacher answered, "she made her point very well." "That may be so," another experienced teacher answered, but let me answer the student: "Wow," the teacher said. "I don't get invited to parties very often. But as an English teacher you have to understand, I've got no life, and I've got papers to grade . . . and by the way, how's your paper coming?" "You might be able to answer him that way because you're male," a woman in the class spoke up. "And old," the teacher/performer answered back.
Discussion
With "You Said It Was Great," the use of the simulation brought more meaning to our discussions because it gave students a "real" situation to reflect on. The debates about home versus academic discourse are still fairly contentious in the field of composition and rhetoric. Although it is necessary to introduce new teachers to these debates, it is more important for them to see the performative implications of them. The simulation also introduced new teachers to specific strategies for confronting a grade appeal. As I had hoped, the discussion moved into reflection about how to balance academic expectations with respect for a student's home discourse.
Although "I hate groupwork" was designed to help new teachers see the difficulties of applying composition theory to practice and find strategies for dealing with an even more confrontational student, it played a more interesting role in this particular case. This scenario brought to the forefront teacher attitudes that resembled the students' and allowed me to show the new teachers in the class how to listen to and validate opposing viewpoints while also getting us back to the task at hand, that is, the performance of the simulation and reflection on the theory behind it. "Let's party" helped new teachers see the importance of keeping professional distance and specific strategies for doing so. Very often, composition theory underscores the importance of decentering authority in the classroom. This particular simulation helped new teachers see the line between decentered authority and being a professional. It also helped teachers see the line between being a friendly and caring teacher and being treated like a peer. This scenario is particularly important for TAs in composition who are often only a few years away from the age of their own students.
Conclusion
This investigation showed that microsimulations can help new teachers respond to challenges to their authority in a low-stakes environment. After performing the scenarios, I surveyed the new teachers again about their greatest teaching concerns. The surveys contained no concerns about keeping authority; they focused instead on knowing when to use groupwork and when to lecture, how to make students better writers, and how to keep good relations with the students. From a pedagogical stance, the scenarios also improved class discussion about theoretical issues because they gave students concrete situations to discuss in class. They were also effective ways of engaging teachers in reflection about their performance.
One shortcoming was that not all of the teachers got to perform all the simulations. A better strategy might be to allow all TAs to perform the simulations in a small-group setting, after they have seen them performed in a larger group. This would, however, lessen the potential for assessment. Nevertheless, a final benefit of the simulations is that they introduced the new teachers to a form of adventuresome teaching. After performing the simulations, several teachers asked about using them in their own firstyear composition classrooms, questions that led two students to research simulations as part of their final projects. It would appear that adventuresome teaching in the composition practicum leads to a desire for adventuresome teaching in the composition class. This alone may be a good reason for further exploration.
Notes
